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Abstract 
 The main aim of the present research paper is to gather, analyze and interpret the perceptions of the Academic Staff Members 
(ASMs) about University student deep learning (USDL) held by 180 in the 2008-2009 academic years. ASMs randomly selected 
from each of the populations of ASMs in three different faculties, Humanities and Agricultural and physical Faculties. A 35 items 
scale questionnaire was developed based upon a review of literature on USDL. The final scale in last part of questionnaire asked 
them to bear in mind a particular teaching and learning process they judged deep and effective and to indicate to Likert 4 points 
scale the degree to which what ASMs exhibited their perceptions to the each of the items. Pilot study has been done in order to 
have enough validity and reliability (87% Chronbach Alpha correlation coefficient). The ASMs responses were analyzed for the 
purpose of the identifying the USDL purposed by each of the 35 items. Their responses were first analyzed for the identifying 
those items, most frequently and highly rated. Following, thus, factor analysis were performed to identify the factors which affect 
the USDL.  Six areas were investigated and were named ASM' characteristics, university student characteristics, academic 
activities, teaching process, learning process and classroom atmospheres. 
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Introduction 
  
According to Lag Rosen S and et.al (2009) definition of quality it is recognized that the task of assessing the nature 
quantity and quality of teaching is a highly complex activity and Melia (1994) indicated, if quality in education is 
difficult to define, it is dependent on many important factors Jose. J. C and et. al (2005) believe that quality learning 
can be defined as changes in learners' actions and interactions that take place as a result of being fully engaged in a 
quality learning experience. Goodwin and Stevens (1993) considered that although there is no clearly definitive 
answer to the question (what is good teaching), there are some generally accepted characteristics of “good” teachers 
and teaching situation: enthusiasm, knowledge area, organization, clarity, concern and caring for students, use of 
higher cognitive levels in discussions and examination, use of visual aids encouragement, feedback and avoidance 
of harsh criticism. 
Booth B and Booth C (1989) and Green (1994) indicated that the quality in Higher Education depends primarily 
upon the commitment of the academic community to the maintained and improvement of standards and the concept 
of standards is straighter forward than that of quality. In fact, we can even attempt a definition along the lines that 
standards refer to levels of achievement against which performance can be assessed. Loder (1990) concluded that 
the question of academic standards is bedeviled by the fact that higher education is seen as having several purposes, 
and there is no universal agreement on priorities among them. 
According to Dunkin and Barens (1986) there are many varied ways to proceed, and surely the scientific community 
now studying for better understanding of quality of student learning will choose among those ways. Mckeachie 
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(1979) believes that Students’ opinions and perceptions about their teachers may be used by themselves and others 
to make better choices of courses and teachers. ASs may manifest their desire to understand and improve quality of 
student learning for purposes of diagnosis and self-development and students’ progress in order to meet the teaching 
and learning process aims. 
The conceptual framework of the study in relating to quality of student learning as Anderson (1991) pointed out, 
teacher characteristics, student characteristics, curriculum (academic work and opportunity to learn), teaching 
process (lesson structure, communication), learning process (students’ involvement and succeed) and classroom 
situation (physical and psychological environment, management and organization). Stiggins, R, J (2002) emphasized 
that teachers facilitate learning by providing students with important feedback on their learning progress and by 
helping them identify learning problems." Anyway, Fink (2008) found four fundamental tasks of teaching which are 
included, knowledge of subject matter, designing learning experiences, interactive with students and course 
management. 
 
Purposes of the study 
The main purpose of the study was to identifying the factors which affecting the USDL, according to the opinions of 
ASMs at the Guilan University in different faculties. The study results were to be used to help provide (1) a better 
understanding of the factors which affect the SDL which ASs believe are important and (2) a body of information 
useful is developing and implementing programs for the improvement of university teaching and learning process. 
Although, ASMs opinions about Higher Education teaching and learning leads to an evaluation of Higher Education 
teaching and learning performance, clearly there is a significant place for kinds of understandings in individual and 
institutional endeavors to improve USDL in Higher Education. Dunkin and Barens (1986) discuss these ideas in a 
very recent and comprehensive review of research on teaching and learning and Ding (1998) suggested that Even if 
student read feedback comments, they do little with them. In contrast Brookheart (2001) found that successful 
students use both marks and feedback and actively self- assess, both to- learn and to direct their future studying.  
 
Research Hypothesis 
1. There are relationship between ASM' Characteristics and USDL. 
2. There are relationship between University student' Characteristics and USDL. 
3. There are relationship between academic activities and USDL. 
4. There are relationship between teaching process and USDL. 
5. There are relationship between learning process and USDL. 
6. There are relationship between classroom atmosphere and USDL. 
 
Methodology 
 
Three separate groups of ASMs were included in this investigation. The first group was Humanities Faculty (HF), 
the second one was Agricultural Faculty (AF) and the third one was Physical Education Faculty (PEF) contributed 
for the purpose of obtaining a body of data from ASMs, concerning their opinions about USDL. These groups were 
composed of 180 ASMs (75 HF, 70 AF and 25 PEF). They were asked to react to 35 close- ended in which they 
selected one option, and one open-ended question in which most of them briefly described their viewpoints about 
the factors affecting the USDL. Pilot study has been done in order to have enough validity and reliability (87% 
Chronbach Alpha correlation coefficient)).  
 The sample represented approximately 45% of the target population, and it was proportionally stratified 
according to professional programmed. The instrument was individually answered by the participating ASMs at a 
specific period date. Data treatment included descriptive and inferential statistical analysis. The descriptive 
statistical analysis of the data included the computation of frequencies and Percentages, Mean, Standard Deviation 
of the ASMs’ responses to each items. Later, a preliminary factor analysis was performed on the responses to the 
scaled items in section two, using the SPSS, with the purpose of determining the intermediate inference dimensions-
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potential factors composing the USDL, as revealed in these ASMs’ opinions. The data were, then, analyzed by, one-
way ANOVA for comparison between groups. 
 
Results 
 
Some of the results derived form the descriptive analysis about the respondents indicated that 7o% of the sample 
was male and 30% female. The range of the ASMs’ age 26% were 20-39 and 47% were 40-up and the university 
range was 76% for Guilan University. The range of rank was 15% for lecturer and for 85% for assistant, associated 
and also full professor. The range of experience was 44% for 1-15, 56% for 15-up. There is no way of sorting out 
the impact, if any, of this factor on the ASMs’ selection of teachers nor their expressions of opinion about what 
constitutes effectiveness in university teaching and learning. According to Feldman (1976); Cohon (1981); 
Scheurich et al (1983) this is true, not only for this study, but also for investigation developed with the specific 
purpose of understanding such relations. ASMs’ responses were first analyzed with purpose of simply identifying 
those items most frequently and highly. It was found that the items rated at the “major and moderate importance”, 
scale pointed by more than 50% of all respondents in three groups was the following. 
1.            ASM characteristics  
The set of three items refer to ASM characteristics such as attitudes, skills as well as his knowledge of subject 
matter. ASMs in different groups marking the items, which generated factor I for USDL: 
 
Table 1: Comparison of ASMs in relation to ASMs' characteristics 
Questionnaire Items          (H F)      (A F)           (PH F) 
                                                                          %            %                        %   
                                          1-ASMs is simulating, imaginative,  
organized and businesslike……………...…..78.28                70.88          73.85 
 Table 1 shows, all groups rated the highest percentage (major and moderate importance) on the rating scale (more 
than fifty percent) on the items of “ASM is stimulating, imaginative, organized and businesslike (over 70.  Then, all 
respondents confirmed that for USDL the ASMs should be stimulating and imaginative, organized and businesslike. 
2.        University Student characteristics 
The set of three items refer to university student characteristics such as aptitude, attitudes, skills as well as his 
knowledge of subject matter. ASMs in different groups marking the items, which generated factor 2 for USDL. The 
items included: 
 
Table 2: Comparison of ASMs in relation to university students' characteristics 
Questionnaire Items      (H F)        (A F)   (PH F) 
                                                 %                         %                          %  
                                        2-Students exhibit behavior 
                                          which indicates a positive 
                                          attitude towards themselves…………………..…...83.85                            81.74                         80.69 
 
Table 2 shows, all the groups rated the highest percentage (moderate and major importance) on the rating scale 
(more than fifty percent) on the item of “University students exhibit behavior which indicates a positive attitude 
towards them (over 80%).Then, all respondents confirmed that for USDL the students should exhibit behavior 
which indicates a positive attitude towards them.  
 
3.         Academic activities 
  The set of two items refer to Academic activities such as writing essays and any other work relating to USDL. 
ASMs in different groups marking the items, which generated factor 3 for USDL. The items included: 
 
Table 3: Comparison of ASMs in relation to Academic activities 
Questionnaire Items      (H F)          (A F)   (PH F) 
                          %                    %                      %  
                               3-Assinged activities tasks (e.g. 
                                     essays) are designed to facilitate 
                                     learning……………………...……………....... 77.32                         62.77                        61.87  
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Table 3 shows, all groups the highest percentage (moderate and major importance) on the rating scale (more than 
fifty percent) on the items of “assigned work tasks are designed to facilitate learning (over 61%)” and “university 
student appear to accept the importance and necessity for doing assigned work (over 66%)”. Then, all respondents 
confirmed that for USDL the assigned work tasks are designed to facilitate learning and university student appear to 
accept the importance and necessity for doing assigned work. 
4.       Teaching process 
 The set of two items refer to teaching process such as lesson structure and communication with student, relating to 
USDL. ASMs in different groups marking the items, which generated factor 4 USDL. The items included: 
 
Table 4: Comparison of ASMs in relation to teaching process 
                                             Questionnaire Items        (H F)                         (A F)                           (PH F) 
                                                                     %                         %                               %  
                                   4. ASM use examples to help student,     86.19                     77.94                             89.37  
                                   understand abstract concepts or ideas 
Table 4 shows, all the groups rated the highest percentage (moderate and major importance) on the rating scale 
(around fifty percent) on the item of “during presentations, ASMs use examples to help students understand abstract 
concepts or ideas. (Over 77%)”.Then, all respondents confirmed that for USDL, the use of examples to help students 
understand abstract concepts or ideas is very important. 
  
Table 5l: Teaching process split on Gender 
                                                                               ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE 
SOURCE  D.F SUM OF SOUARES  MEAN SQUARES F 
   BETWEEN    1     1.2762    1.27          4.53* 
                                                    WITHIN      178       47.9951    .28 
                                                    TOTAL        179       49.27113 
  
Male with Female.   t=2.13 D.F=179 (P<0.035)* 
*Significant P<0.05 
 
5 .       Learning process 
The set of two items refer to learning process such as students’ succeed and involvement, relating to USDL. ASMs 
in different groups marking the items, which generated factor 5 for USDL. The items included: 
Table 6: Comparison of ASMs in relation to learning process 
 
Questionnaire Items      (H F)         (A F)   (PH F) 
                                         %                %                   %     
                                    5-During class, students’ minds 
                                    often do non wander and they  
                                    do not think of other things………………………...…80.67                        73.10                              81.90 
Table 6 shows, all three groups have not the same highest percentage (moderate and major importance) on the rating 
scale (more fifty percent). Then the highest rating was relating to item of “during class, students” minds often do not 
wander and they do not think to other things.” Then, all respondents confirmed that for an USDL, students should 
not wander and think to other things. 
Table 7: Learning process split on Age 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE 
SOURCE  D.F SUM OF SOUARES  MEAN SQUARES F 
                                                               BETWEEN 1         1.2616           1.26                      4.50* 
                                                              WITHIN      178       48.0096             .28 
                                                              TOTAL        179       49.2713 
                                                              20-39 with 40 up.   t=2.11 D.F=179 (P<0.036)* 
*Significant P<0.05 
 
6.            Classroom atmospheres 
 
The set of two items refer to classroom atmospheres such as environment and climate and also organization and 
management. ASMs in different groups marking the items, which generated factor 6 USDL .The items included: 
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Table 8: Comparison of ASMs in relation to Classroom atmospheres 
 
Questionnaire Items                   (H F)      (A F)        (PH F) 
                                                                                                      %             %                   %  
                                           6. A clear line of sight is available 
                                            between students and ASM…………………………   78.07            78.52                  82.93 
Table 8 shows, all three groups rated the highest percentage (Moderate and major importance) on the rating scale 
(over 72%)) on the items above mentioned. Then, all respondents confirmed that for USDL, A clear line of sight is 
available between students. 
 
Table 9: Classroom atmospheres split on Experience 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE 
SOURCE    D.F SUM OF SOUARES  MEAN SQUARES F 
                                                               BETWEEN    1         1.6581          1.65                         6.34* 
                                                              WITHIN      178         45.9803                           .26 
                                                             TOTAL        179       47.6385 
  
Under 15. with higher 15.      t=2.50 D.F=178 (P<0.013)* 
*Significant P<0.05 
 
Summary and Conclusion 
 
These findings might be useful for those such as ASMs and who are directly involved in the USDL. Particularly, if 
ASMs be stimulating and imaginative, organized and businesslike, university students have a positive attitude about 
themselves; they probably have proper intrinsic motivation to involve and contribution in teaching and learning 
situation. As Entwistle (1985) indicated that one of the teacher main tasks is to identify learner’ unique 
characteristics and problem and create appropriate learning conditions which will enable that individual to reach 
required level of competence. Also if assigned activities tasks (e.g. essays) are designed to facilitate learning, 
university students appear to accept the importance of and necessity for doing assigned work and ASMs use 
examples to help student, understand abstract concepts or ideas, during class, students’ minds often do not wander 
and they do not think of other things and a clear line of sight is available between students and ASMs and teaching 
conveys interest and excitement the USDL will be promoted. 
Also, the research found that male samples gave higher scores than females, maybe, because the males were more 
concentrated about the affairs relating to the teaching process than females. The researcher included that the male 
teachers in elementary schools in the U.S.A were less responsible and businesslike in classroom behavior and more 
inclined toward democratic classroom practices, permissive, child-centered educational viewpoints and were more 
emotionally stable that female teacher.  
The findings of this study, certainly, presented the professional viewpoints of ASMs about USDL. It seems that 
information could be significant help to the people who directly or indirectly involve the improvement of USDL. 
Obviously, the researcher recognizes that ASMs’ opinions about USDL are not the only basis for the investigation 
and evaluation of the quality of student learning. Therefore, the researcher believes that such information could be 
useful data for those who are working to evaluate and improve the USDL. There are some evidences of the 
credibility ASMs’ evaluation of USDL of their senility to know variations in teaching and learning process. 
Obviously, much more research is needed to demonstrate ways in which ASMs, students and any other people who 
are involving the quality of student learning. For instance, according to Dunkin and Barens (1986) research on the 
effects of feedback from student ratings upon change in teaching and learning process is needed. With the ideas 
derived from the ASMs’ assessment of USDL, it can be started generating programmers which will enhance the 
dimensions, so highly considered by the ASMs about USDL. 
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